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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR L 114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 
CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this appHcation is eligible for 
continued examination under 37 CFR 1,114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been 
timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 

1 . 1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 1 1/19/2007 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 and 1 1 have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections '35 use §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the in\«ntion is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 1-3, 8-13, and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Akiyama et al. (US 6,577,360) in view of Onishi et ah (US 5,814,378). 

5. With respect to claim 1, Akiyama et al. (figures 3 and 9) discloses a normally white 
super-twist nematic liquid crystal display device for multiplex operation, comprising: 

• a liquid crystal cell (1 1) essentially comprising a liquid crystal layer, being sandwiched 
between a front and a rear substrate (1 and 2, figure 3); 

• an at least partly reflective film (15), arranged in proximity to said rear substrate; and 
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• a front optical stack (12 and 17), arranged on a viewer's side of the front substrate, the 
stack comprising one or more optical films, wherein the front optical stack consists 
essentially of a polarizer (12) and an optional optical light scattering film (17). 
Akiyama et ah discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 1 above. 
However, Akiyama et al. fails to teach the retardation of said Uquid crystal layer being in the 
range of 500-750 nm. Onishi et al. (in at least column 12, lines 60-65 and column 13, lines 35- 
45) teaches the retardation of said Uquid crystal layer being in the range of 500-750 nm (300-650 
nm). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the retardation of the liquid crystal layer of the retardation of said liquid 
crystal layer being in the range of 500-750 nm vsath the teaching of Onishi et al. because such 
modification would achieve a brighter display. In addition, it has been held that where the 
general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or 
workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. InreAller, 105 USPQ 233. In the 
case where the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art" a prima 
facie case of obviousness exists. In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d 257, 191 USPQ 90 (CCPA 1976); In re 
Woodruff, 919F.2d 1575, 16USPQ2d 1934 (Fed. Cir. 1990). SeeMPEP § 2131.05. 

6. With respect to claim 2, Onishi et al. (in at least column 12, lines 60-65 and column 13, 
lines 35-45) discloses the retardation of said liquid crystal layer being in the range of 500 to less 
than 700 nm (300-650 nm). 

7. With respect to claim 3, Akiyama et aL (figures 3 and 9) discloses said at least partly 
reflective film is a reflective film (15) enabling reflective operation of the display device. 
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8. With respect to claim 8, Akiyama et ah (figures 3 and 9) discloses said at least partly 
reflective film (15) is arranged in said rear optical stack (14, 15, and 16), essentially adjacent to 
said rear substrate. 

9. With respect to claim 9, Akiyama et al. (figures 3 and 9) discloses the fi-ont optical stack 
includes only the polarizer (12) and the optical light scattering film (17, figure 9). 

10. With respect to claim 10, Akiyama et ah (figures 3 and 9) discloses the fi*ont optical stack 
does not include a compensation film (figure 9). 

1 1 . With respect to claim 1 1, Akiyama et al. (figures 3 and 9) discloses a normally white 
super-twist nematic liquid crystal display device fi^r multiplex operation, comprising: 

• a first substrate and a second substrate (1 and 2, figure 3); 

• a liquid crystal layer (3) disposed between the first and second substrate; 

• an at least partly reflective film (15) supported by the second substrate; and 

• a first optical stack (12 and 17) supported by the first substrate, comprising a polarizer (12) 
and an optical light scattering film (17), without a compensation film. 

Akiyama et ah discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 11 above. 
However, Akiyama et ah fails to teach the retardation of said liquid crystal layer being in the 
range of 500-750 nm. Onishi et ah (in at least column 12, lines 60-65 and column 13, lines 35- 
45) teaches the retardation of said liquid crystal layer being in the range of 500-750 nm (300-650 
nm). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the retardation of the liquid crystal layer of the retardation of said liquid 
crystal layer being in the range of 500-750 nm with the teaching of Onishi et ah because such 
modification would achieve a brighter display. In addition, it has been held that where the 
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general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or 
workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art, InreAller, 105 USPQ 233. In the 
case where the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art" a prima 
facie case of obviousness exists. In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d 257, 191 USPQ 90 (CCPA 1976); In re 
Woodruff, 919 F.2d 1575, 16 USPQ2d 1934 (Fed. Cir. 1990). See MPEP § 2131.05. 

12. With respect to claim 12, Onishi et aL (in at least column 12, lines 60-65 and column 13, 
lines 35-45) discloses the retardation of said hquid crystal layer being in the range of 500 to less 
than 700 nm (300-650 nm). 

13. With respect to claim 13, Akiyama et al. (figures 3 and 9) discloses said at least partly 
reflective film is a reflective film (15) enabling reflective operation of the display device. 

14. With respect to claim 18, Akiyama et al. (figures 3 and 9) discloses said at least partly 
reflective film (15) is supported by the second substrate (2) on a side facing away from the first 
substrate (1). 

15. With respect to claim 19, as apphed to claim 1 above, Akiyama et al, (figures 3 and 9) 
discloses the front optical stack includes only the polarizer (12) and the optical light scattering 
film (17, figure 9). 

16. Claims 4-5, 7, 14-15, 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Akiyama et al. in view of Onishi et al., further in view of Kubo et al. (US 6,124,919). 

17. With respect to claim 4, Akiyama et al. in view of Onishi et al. discloses the Umitations 
as shown in the rejection of claim 1 above. Akiyama et al. in view of Onishi et al. does not 
disclose said at least partly reflective film is a transflective film enabling transflective operation of 
the display device. Kubo et al. (figures 1, 3 and 7(a)-7(b); in at least column 10, lines 43-51) 
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discloses said at least partly reflective film (2) is a transflective film enabling transflective 
operation of the display device. Therefore, it v^ould have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to modify the hght reflecting film of Akiyama et aL in view of 
Onishi et al. with the transflective film of Kubo et al. because such modification would enhance 
the brightness and obtain the image display having high contrast. 

18. With respect to claim 5, as applied to claim 4 above, Akiyama et al. (figures 3 and 9) 
discloses a rear optical stack, arranged on a back side of the liquid crystal layer, the stack 
comprising one or more optical films (14-16). 

19. With respect to claim 7, Kubo et al. (as shown in figures 1, 3 and 7(a)-7(b)) discloses said 
at least partly reflective film (2) is arranged as an in-cell internal reflector between said front and 
rear substrate (1 and 2). 

20. With respect to claim 14, Akiyama et al. in view of Onishi et al. discloses the limitations 
as shown in the rejection of claim 11 above. Akiyama et al. in view of Onishi et al. does not 
disclose said at least partly reflective film comprises a transflective film enabling transflective 
operation of the display device. Kubo et al. (figures 1, 3 and 7(a)-7(b); in at least column 10, 
lines 43-51) discloses said at least partly reflective film (2) comprises a transflective film enabling 
transflective operation of the display device. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the light reflecting film of Akiyama 
et al. in view of Onishi et al. with the transflective film of Kubo et al. because such modification 
would enhance the brightness and obtain the image display having high contrast. 

21 . With respect to claim 15, Akiyama et al. (figures 3 and 9) discloses a second optical stack 
supported by the second substrate, comprising one or more optical films (14-16). 
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22. With respect to claim 17, Kubo et al. (as shown in figures 1, 3 and 7(a)-7(b)) discloses 
said at least partly reflective film (2) is supported by the second substrate on a side facing the first 
substrate (1 and 2). 

23. Claims 6, 16, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Akiyama et aK in view of Onishi et al. and Kubo et al., further in view of Maruyama et al. (US 
2002/0093612). 

24. With respect to claim 6, as applied to claim 5 above, Akiyama et al. (figures 3 and 9) in 
view of Onishi et al. discloses said rear optical stack comprises a rear polarizer (14). Akiyama et 
al. in view of Onishi et al. does not disclose a compensation film being arranged between the rear 
polarizer and the hquid crystal cell Maruyama et ah (figure 12; in at least paragraph 0064) 
teaches a compensation film (44) being arranged between the rear polarizer and the hquid crystal 
cell (43 and 42b). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the rear optical stack of Akiyama et al. in view of Onishi et al. 
with the compensation film of Maruyama et al. because such modification would suppress the 
bright block image and enhance the contrast of the display. 

25. With respect to claim 16, Akiyama et al. (figures 3 and 9) in view of Onishi et al. 
discloses said rear optical stack comprises a rear polarizer (14). Akiyama et al. in view of Onishi 
et al. does not disclose a compensation film. Maruyama et al. (figure 12; in at least paragraph 
0064) teaches a compensation film (44). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the rear optical stack of Akiyama et al. in 
view of Onishi et al. with the compensation film of Maruyama et al. because such modification 
would suppress the bright block image and enhance the contrast of the display. 



Application/Control Number: Page 8 

10/540,104 

Art Unit: 2871 

26. With respect to claim 20, Akiyama et al. (figures 3 and 9) discloses a normally white 
super-twist nematic liquid crystal display device for multiplex operation, comprising: 

• a first substrate and a second substrate (1 and 2, figure 3); 

• a liquid crystal layer (3) disposed between the first and second substrate; 

• an at least partly reflective film (15) supported by the second substrate on a side facing 
way from the first substrate; and 

• a first optical stack (12 and 17) supported by the first substrate, comprising a polarizer (12) 
and an optical light scattering film (17), without a compensation film. 

However, Akiyama et al. fails to teach the retardation of said liquid crystal layer being in 
the range of 500-750 nm and a single compensation film supported by the second substrate. 
Onishi et al. (in at least column 12, lines 60-65 and column 13, lines 35-45) teaches the 
retardation of said liquid crystal layer being in the range of 500-750 nm (300-650 nm). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
the retardation of the liquid crystal layer of the retardation of said liquid crystal layer being in the 
range of 500-750 nm with the teaching of Onishi et al. because such modification would achieve 
a brighter display. In addition, it has been held that where the general conditions of a 
claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges 
involves only routine skill in the art. InreAller, 105 USPQ 233, In the case where the 
claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art" a prima facie case of 
obviousness exists. In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d 257, 191 USPQ 90 (CCPA 1976); In re Woodruff, 
919 F.2d 1575, 16 USPQ2d 1934 (Fed. Cir. 1990). See MPEP § 2131.05. 
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Maruyama et al. (figure 12; in at least paragraph 0064) teaches a single compensation 
film (44) supported by the second substrate. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the rear optical stack of Akiyama 
et al. in view of Onishi et al. with the compensation film of Maruyama et al. because such 
modification would suppress the bright block image and enhance the contrast of the display. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Lauren Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 270-1428. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-F, 7:30-5:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
David Nelms can be reached on (571) 272-1787. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
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